161). However, as the inspector's uncontradicted descrip-
tion demonstrates, the belt still needed to' be cleaned and
dusted in extensive areas.

The inspector testified that he relied upon the pre-
shift and on-shift books in finding unwarrantable failure
(Tr. 106) .  After returning above ground, he also examined
the pre-shift and on-shift book for the period October 8
through October 26 (Tr. 65-67}.  Based upon them, he con-
cluded that for a period of two weeks, the operator knew or
should have known of the violative condition cited by the
inspector.  This was more than enough time to completely
correct the violation.

The operator's safety supervisor and section foreman
testified that the books were inaccurate because work was
done to clean up the belt on October 31 and on the afternoon
shift of November 1 (Tr. 279-281) .  Even if this testimony
is accepted as correct, it cannot change the result.  First,
the operator has the responsibility to make sure its pre-
shift and on-shift books are correct and if they are not,
the operator must bear the consequences.  That the operator
recognizes this is demonstrated by the testimony of its
safety supervisor to the effect that after the issuance of
this citation, it improved its books because they were what
the inspector had to rely upon (Tr. 280) ,  Secondly, the
operator's witnesses, indicated that after the union's quar-
terly inspection, men were assigned to clean up the belt for
a few more shifts than the books show.  However, there is no
dispute that the cited condition had existed since Octo-
ber 17, nor is there any dispute as to what the inspector
saw or his description of it.  The operator's witnesses said
only that the men had cleaned up the spillage and had done
some cleaning and rock dusting (Tr. 294-296).  This does not
detract from the inspector's actions because he made it
clear that he saw no spillage (Tr. 112-113) .  What is cru-
cial is that although some float coal dust may have been
taken care of, it remained present for a long time over very
extensive areas of the belt entry.  It is this essential
circumstance relied upon by the inspector which is not con-
tradicted by anything offered by the operator.  Similarly,
the operator's evidence confirms that although some rock
dust had been used on the section, it was not enough to do
the job and there was no rock dust available on the section
when the inspector issued the citation (Tr. 187-189).  The
existence of unwarrantable failure was confirmed by the
inspector and the operator's witnesses who explained how
easy it would have been to bring adequate rock dust onto the
section (Tr. 122-123, 190-191).  Finally, the operator's

754ed from the tight side, clearance side and under-
